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This paper propose key performance indicators in managing Indonesian higher education. 
This research is conducted to help Indonesian higher educations in increasing their 
competitiveness whereas to some extent Indonesian higher education tends to implement 
International Standard Organization (ISO) at the ceremonial level not to increase their 
performance. The paper provides a brief review of the current performance management 
systems framework in Indonesian higher education institution. The research is conducted 
by using exploratory study to develop a conceptual model based upon literature review and 
a case study research methodology. Inductive theory-building is done by a series of survey 
and interview to the practitioners in higher education institution to propose key 
performance indicators in managing Indonesian higher education. This research is 
supported by theoretically and empirically proven previous frameworks performance 
management system applied in Indonesian higher education institutions. Time and 
resources constraint limits the number of higher education institutions used as empirical 
and observation object for this research. The significant contribution of the paper is 
proposing applicable key performance indicators for Indonesian higher education 
institution that should be as simple as possible, comprise a visual impact, focus on 
improvement, and be visible to everyone in the institution. This will help practitioners in 
higher education to recognize how they perform and as benchmarking for entire higher 
education institutions. Furthermore, the result of the study can support the competitiveness 
of Indonesian higher education in the global competition. 
 




As a country, to be able to compete in the global arena, Indonesia has to work very tough to 
catch and close the gap in the knowledge, science, and technology from the developed countries 
and has to improve the number of capable worker. For those purposes higher education as an 
institution that provide an educated worker is challenged to increase the quality of its graduate 
that can match with industrial requirement or suit with labor market needs by applying a good 
and appropriate curriculum that have to be more oriented at job requirement of industry. 
 
Based on Statistical Central Agency (BPS), numbers of educated unemployment are increasing 
from year to year. In February 2009 numbers of educated unemployment are 1.113.000 people. 
This is significantly increasing from year 2008, with the number of educated unemployment 
626.200 people, or from 2007 are only 409.900 people, and 2006 are only 385.400 people. 
Despite the fact that in the globalization era, where the expatriate can come and work easily or 
vise versa, the number of educated unemployment should be decrease if our graduates have a 
high quality and be able to compete with them. Not to mention if it is seen from disability of our 
graduate to compete in other country. Our graduates are only getting or becoming a second class 
worker with less responsibility in its job, that actually represent the low level quality worker. 
For answering those situations, it is mandatory to observe the cause root of low level graduate 
competitiveness of Indonesian higher education institution, which can not be possible it is 
because of low level quality of higher education itself. This educated unemployment problem 
should be answered by having an appropriate standard for the institution. So that the graduate 
will not be debilitated, since he or she can not get a good job due to the lack of their skill that 
does not match with the changing and dynamic qualification of industrial requirement. This 
interrelationship between demand of changing ability and the having a quality graduate 






Based on national education system law (UU No. 20, 2003), higher education institution should 
be able to increase their relevancy and efficiency of education management to challenge the 
local, national or global change. It is mandatory to do the planned, directional and continual 
education renewal. Moreover higher education institution autonomy as new paradigm in 
managing Indonesian higher education institution has borne various shifts on internal higher 
education management system. Based on that there are five indicators that should be fulfilled as 
minimum eligibility criteria in managing higher education institution (UU No. 20, 2003): (1) 
higher education strategic plan, such as system and activity mechanism, (2) infrastructures such 
as land, building, equipments and other facilities, (3) financial structure such as source of funds, 
expenditure and usage, (4) human capital such as student recruitment system, staff and lecture 
recruitment and development; and (5) information such as internal on-line connectivity through 
good management information system. 
 
Higher education program entails not just a lot funds, it also requires an effective and efficient 
management to have a dynamic and high accountability institution. It needs some kind of 
system that assured its quality not just for the output, but also the input and the process. This can 
be done by having a good performance management system (PMS). 
  
However it is not easy to implement an appropriate framework for higher education institution. 
Some of the framework, such AACSB or EQUIS are used for accreditation in achieving an 
international standard and recognize as a worldwide university and to be able to compete in 
global competition. But for most of Indonesian higher education institution, it is unfeasible to 
achieve it, since standards are very high and their capacities are too far beyond. Beside that, it is 
costly for having that kind of certification and not many universities can pay for it. Because 
most of the institution operations are based on the tuition fee from students and it has already 
been used for giving services for students.  
 
Although for Indonesian higher education institution accreditation, we have BAN PT 
accreditation, but it is not focus. Its framework is generic for entire study program. It has same 
standard for all without seeing the type of the institution, for example the nature of social 
science will differ with natural science. Consequently, we need some kind of framework that 
could be as a bridge for Indonesia higher education institution to become worldwide 
universities. The blueprint of an effective framework, which consists of the selection of correct 
measures and approaches for analyzing outcome, is central to support an organization’s 
operations with its strategic direction (Purbey et al., 2007).  
 
The other thing that should be considered in utilizing an appropriate framework is the contextual 
factor, although for some extent such as organizational culture it is implicit in its 
implementation. Neely et al. (2000) state much of the writing about PMS has been too 
superficial, because it neglect the complexity involved in the actual design of management 
systems. Lots of thing as the contextual factors should be considered, such as the maturity of the 
system, the structure of the organization, organizational culture, or the infrastructure of the 
information system. These contextual factors should be considered since these will affect the 
effectiveness of the implementation of the PMS framework, for instance more mature the 
system of the organization are more effective the PMS implementation.  
 
Research Significance  
Most of literature on PMS design treats the subject to manufacturing sectors. Few publications 
are focusing specifically on managing performance in higher education sectors. There is a lack 
of research on performance management in Indonesian organization includes in higher 
education institution. Boland and Fowler (2000) noted public sector organizations included 
higher education organizations are differentiated in comparison with their commercial 
counterparts in the private sector. 
“There is no profit maximizing focus, little potential for income generation and, 
generally speaking, no bottom line against which performance can ultimately be 




their income from the State, and has to account to several stakeholders. 
Consequently it was once, and not that recently, considered impossible to measure 
performance in this organization.” 
 
Recent PMS frameworks have seen a rapid rise with the result those organizations have started 
to view it as an answer for their sustenance and growth. Despite the various frameworks, for 
example Neely et al. (2000) state that many of frameworks provide little guidance for how the 
appropriate measures can be identified, introduced and used to manage the business. In addition 
to various frameworks, different process models for designing and implementing a performance 
measurement system have been presented.  
 
The significance with this research is to identify key performance indicators in managing higher 
education institution performance. According to Cross and Lynch (1990), Neely, et al. (2002), 
and Gomes et al. (2004) some characteristics that can be consider as principles to support 
effectiveness of implementing PMSs must have to help organizations identify appropriate 
performance indicators. Another important aspect that requires to be highlighted on 
performance implementation is the need to be simple to comprehend and have objective metrics. 
It is need to communicate in a clear way, since all managers should know what the goals of the 
organization. So that, Lea and Parker (1989) suggest that PMS must: (a) be easy to understand; 
(b) have visual impact; (c) focus on improvements more than on variance; (d) be visible to 
everybody.   
 
Problem Statement and Objective 
Indonesian higher education institution faces difficulties in implementing PMS. With the 
specific characteristic, since human aspect is the input, process, and output at once, higher 
education should overcome the dynamic changing. The required time and effort of the users 
during planning and implementation is often underestimated. Their input and active 
participation is crucial for a successful implementation. For doing so, it should have appropriate 
tools for managing its performance.  
 
This performance management system should also be ready for the different kind of situation. 
However, it is not easy to choose the most appropriate PMS for certain organization. Its 
implementation is quite difficult for practitioners. As Tangen (2005) said in his doctoral thesis 
cited in his own article, “to design PMS is certainly a difficult task, and what that can be 
considered as the optimal PMS will also be varied from case to case”. One of the reason is a 
large number of performance indicators that usually involved in successful implementation of 
PMS and the relationship between them are quite complex (Khan and Wibisono, 2008). 
Likewise, Tangen (2005) also mentioned that it is difficult to deal with numerous requirements 
simultaneously when designing a PMS. 
 
This research is addressed to develop a comprehensive set of characteristics for generic 
performance management system in Indonesian higher education institution and to propose key 
performance indicators that should be considered in managing Indonesian higher education 
institution. This research will contribute in defining appropriate key performance indicators that 
are very essential in responding to the need of current advanced performance management 
systems. 
 
PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
 
Performance management is defined as a strategic and integrated process that delivers sustained 
success to organizations by improving the performance of people who work in them and by 
developing the capabilities of individual contributors and teams (Armstrong 2000). PM can also 
be defined as the process of defining goals, selecting strategies to achieve those goals, allocating 
decision rights, and measuring and rewarding performance (Heinrich, 2002; Ittner and Larcker, 




Performance management framework is a set of factors and a group of activities that impact 
institution’s performance that should be manage based on a conceptual structure intended to 
serve as a support or guidance for the building of performance management system that expands 
the structure that higher education can use for increasing their competitiveness. It is also can be 
used as a tools for having not just a group of steps in achieving higher performance but also as 
an evaluation from the most significant factors that relate to the performance of institution. 
 
Performance management covers all of business aspects. Some authors, such as Bititci et al. 
(2006) feels it is essential that the performance management system is not static but matures as 
the management style and organizational culture evolves. In their citation review, Marr and 
Schiuma (2003) found contributors from a wide variety of subject areas including management, 
operations management, marketing, finance, accounting, economics, human resource 
management, organizational behavior and higher education management. Longenecker et al. 
(1999) affirmed that the critical contributing factors to organizational failure are leadership 
failure, customers and marketing failure, financial management failure, and systems and 
structure failure. 
 
Fryer, et al, (2009) listed some literatures that identifies the key features of a successful 
performance management system as being: (a) alignment of the performance management 
system and the existing systems and strategies of the organization; (b) leadership commitment; 
(c) a culture in which it is seen as a way of improving and identifying good performance and not 
a burden that is used to chastise poor performers; (d) stakeholder involvement; and (e) 
continuous monitoring, feedback, dissemination and learning from results (Wang and Berman, 
2001; De Waal, 2003; Franco and Bourne, 2003; Cranfield School of Management, 2006; 
Performance Management, Measurement and Information, 2005; SAS Institute, 2005). 
 
There are several frameworks presented in the literature for constructing performance 
management system for an organization over the last decade. Those frameworks are SMART 
proposed by Cross and Lynch (1989), Performance Measurement Questionnaire by Dixon et al. 
(1990), Performance for World Class Manufacturing by Maskell (1991), Quantum Performance 
Measurement Model by Hronec (1993), the Balanced Scorecard by Kaplan and Norton (1996), 
and Prism by Neely & Adams (1999). And also several approaches have been adopted in 
implementing PMS in higher education sectors such as AACSB (Ehie, I.C., & Karathanos, D., 
1994), EQUIS, Baldrige Education Criteria for Performance Excellence Model (Baldrige 
National Quality Program, 2004)., ISO (Clery, G., 1993)., and for Indonesia context there is an 
accreditation from BAN PT (The National Accreditation Agency for Higher Education). 
 
All performance measurement frameworks above have their relative benefits and limitations. 
The most common limitations of the previous frameworks are firstly, there is little or no 
consideration given for existing measurement systems that companies may have in place 
(Medori, 1998 and Neely et al., 1994). Secondly, all the provided frameworks have not been 
supported by a mechanism on facing the contextuality whether external or internal contextual, 
therefore giving difficulties in consistent implementation. Thirdly, the benchmarking process 
has been stated as one of the most important procedures on managing performance but the 
mechanism on how to conduct that process and the standard for each performance variables 
have not been provided in the previous framework. Fourthly, the improvement 
recommendations for each poor performance have not been formulated explicitly. 
 
The most limitation noted in the point of the specific framework for higher education is those 
frameworks are most likely followed in order to retain accreditation. International accreditation 
such us AACSB, EQUIS, etc. is not likely possible for smaller schools because they are not 
large. It is can be considered it is not contextual for higher education institution in Indonesia, 
since lots of schools are not in large scale. The other limitation is all of the data in the PMS 
framework for higher education institution profiles were self reported by the institutions. Some 
institutions did not follow the directions as accurately as others. Doubling counting of some 
graduates and different count of faculty were discovered. With that intention, self-assessment 




effort and to ensure maximum contribution of all the stakeholders towards continuous 
improvement. 
 
Both PMS frameworks as the current PMS and approach in higher education along with the 
identification of contextual factor will then pursued for having a standard, dimension or 
category for identification of vision, mission, and strategy analysis that will lead to recognizing 
critical success factors. CSFs and along with the result of PMS criteria, then will become a 
proposed variables selection, proposed variable interrelation and proposed benchmarking. Then 
after all of the process this research will proposed key performance indicators for higher 




































































In conducting this study, the exploratory study and a case study research methodology is used to 
develop a conceptual model based upon literature review. A case study approach is used to 
investigate the way in which PMS actually evolve within higher education institution. Inductive 
theory-building is done by a series of survey and interview to the practitioners in higher 
education. Explanatory study is done to determine relationship among variables and survey 
instrumentation. Pre-test is done to ensure the content of questionnaire is understandable and 
also show acceptable level of reliability. Confirmatory study is done to determine validity and 





The research was  involving unstructured and structured interviews with  practitioners from a 
range of management functions from different public and private higher education institutions in 
Indonesia based on their achievement. This enables the identification of KPI in a variety of 
different circumstances. Sekaran (2003) mentioned the unit of analysis of the research can be 
individual, dyad, group, organization, state, machine, and others. The unit of analysis of this 
research is organization, i.e. higher education institution. These institutions are selected on the 
basis of their considerable experience in the PMS implementation that has higher 
competitiveness among other higher institution in Indonesia.  
 
Yin (1994) explains in the case study research there are three data collection principles, those 
are: (1) the use of multiple source of evidence, (2) constructing case study database, and (3) 
maintaining the chain of evidence. The use of multiple source of evidence means the research 
applies the evidence that is obtained from two or more source with the same fact. The sources of 
evidence utilized in case study is from six sources, those are: documents, archival record, 
interviews, direct observation, participant observation, and physical artifacts. The case study 
database is a formal construction of evidence. The case study database contents notes of case 
study, document and case study material tabulation. Maintaining the chain of evidence explains 
the relationship between research question, data collection, and conclusion. 
 
This research applies multiple source of evidence i.e. interview, survey (questionnaire), 
document, and direct observation. In this research, case study database consisted of items as 
follows: (a) interview notes (recorded notes as an individual interview result), (b) answered 
questionnaire in the form of closed ended question, (c) document that provide information about 
organization and PMS implementation in higher education institution, (e) case study notes, 
obtained from observation result through direct observation. 
 
The research was involving unstructured and structured interviews. In unstructured interviews 
respondent was asked to explain about the fact and his/her opinion about PMS implementation 
in the institution. The question type in this unstructured interview gives respondent the 
opportunity to elaborate problems candidly and freely. The purpose of unstructured interview is 
that researcher can obtain broader figure of PMS practices and get a new important idea within a 
context of the research. The structure interview is done to focus to some question that require 
further information and to develop some understanding of the salient issues by giving 
respondent with the list of determined question. 
 
Questionnaire presented in the form of close-ended question that consisted of a written 
formulated question that the answer has been specified (Sekaran, 2003). Questionnaire in this 
research utilized to obtain information about facts and opinions from employees in higher 
education institutions. Questionnaire utilized for easy and quick access information from a big 
number of respondent. The document which utilized as data source in this research covers 
related document about organization, PMS implementation in higher education institution, and 
other important related documents with the research focus. Direct observation activity in this 
research is done by following and observing directly the PMS implementation within the 
institution, and also by observing the use of information technology and other facilities that 
related to the PMS implementation.  
 
Analytical Hierarchy Process will provide the objective mathematics to process the intuitive, 
rational, irrational factors and personal preference of the individual or a group in making a 
decision.  The AHP works by developing priorities for the alternatives and the criteria used to 
judge the alternatives. The procedures of AHP are in the following: (1) define the problem and 
determine what knowledge is sought. (2) Structure the hierarchy from the objectives from top 
level through the intermediate levels to the lowest level. (3) Construct a set of pair wise 
comparison matrices for each of the lower levels, one matrix for each element in the level 
immediately above. (4) Having collected all the pair wise comparison data and entered the 
reciprocals together with n unit entries down the main diagonal. (5) Steps 3, 4, and 5 are 




weights of the criteria, and the sum is taken over all weighted eigenvector entries corresponding 
to those in the lower level of the hierarchy. (7) The consistency ratio of the entire hierarchy is 
found.  
 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 
This research found seven main indicators that elaborate more in several key performance 
indicators for each, that will help practitioners in higher education institutions to recognize how 
they perform and as benchmarking for entire higher education institutions. Those main 
indicators are (1) providing excellent teaching and learning process, (2) promoting the research 
quality, (3) contribution in excellent expert services, (4) human resources development and 
management establishment, (5) establishment of excellent management services, (6) student 
extra-curriculum activities, and (7) completing teaching facilities and promoting information 
technology application. 
 
Providing Excellent Teaching and Learning Process 
This main indicator formulated in five key performance indicators. Firstly, ratio of subject that 
adopts learning centered education to overall subject that is given in the institution. Learner-
centered education (LCE) focuses attention on what student is learning, how the student is 
learning, where the student is retaining and applying the learning, and how current learning 
positions the student for future learning. This LCE practices could be achieve by collaborative 
based learning, research based learning, discovery based learning, problem based inquiry 
learning, or student-faculty studio and performance activities. The target for this ratio is 50% to 
60%. Secondly, the ratio of undergraduate study program -that integrated with master level, 
either through fast track program, honors, or other program- to the study program total number 
in the institution. This second ratio should also be based on the curriculum of the study program 
itself. The target for this ratio is 70-80%. Thirdly, the ratio of first year graduates who able to 
get a job in the appropriate field after their graduation to the total number of graduate in a year. 
The target for this ratio is 80-90%. Fourthly, the ratio of on time graduate student to the total 
number of the student with the same year, this ratio is also based on the curriculum for each 
study program. The target for this ratio is 60-80%. Fifthly, the ratio of the number of final 
assignment or thesis in the last two years after graduation that can publish at least in the 
proceeding of the national or international conference or seminar to the total number of final 
assignment or thesis in last two year. The topic of the publication should be same with the topic 
of final assignment or thesis and graduate name should be listed in the author’s name. The target 
for this ratio is 50-60%. 
 
Promoting the Research Quality 
This second main indicator formulated in four key performance indicators. Firstly, the ratio of 
published paper on the refereed international journal or in the accredited national journal by the 
member of expertise or focus group to the total member number of the group. The target for this 
ratio, for the refereed international journal is 40 - 50% and for the accredited national journal 
80%. Secondly, the average citation index for every lecturer in the institution. This index based 
on the Google Scholar version. The target for this index is 10-15%. Thirdly, the total numbers 
of patented research or masterpiece produce by overall institution academic community in a 
year. This patent should be a granted patent or at least in the registration process in a year. The 
target for this third KPI is 80-115 patent. Fourthly, the number of research fund from internal or 
external budget. The resource of fund could be from the yearly budgeter or from other resources 
such as grant, from the industry, etc. The target for this KPI is 60 – 80 billion rupiahs. 
 
Contribution in Excellent Expert Services 
This main indicator formulated in four key performance indicators. The first KPI is the number 
of expert services project with the value is above five hundred million rupiahs from the 
academic community of the institution in a year. The expert services including community 
service, professional service, or the expert service that relate to expertise or focus group. The 




service fund that institution can get in a year. The target for this KPI is 150 – 200 billion 
rupiahs. Thirdly, the numbers of participating activities form the institution in public charity 
activities in a year. The target for this KPI is 20-25 venues in a year. The fourth KPI is amount 
of cooperation between education and business or industry community. The target for this KPI 
is 20 -25 program a year. 
 
Human Resources Development  
This main indicator formulated in three key performance indicators. Firstly, the ratio of PhD 
lecturer to the total number of lecturer, the target is 70-80%. Secondly, the percentage of 
lecturer whose follows a staff development in the sabbatical leave form or research cooperation 
in a year. The sabbatical leave can be done locally or internationally, includes joint research, 
paper or book writing, apprenticeship, etc. The counted sabbatical leave is with the duration 
more than eight weeks for each activity. The target for this KPI is 10-15%. Thirdly, the ratio of 
staff with the performance index more than 3.00 in the scale of 1 - 4. The target for this KPI is 
80 - 90 %. 
 
Establishment of Excellent Management Services 
This main indicator formulated in five key performance indicators. Firstly, the number of 
service unit that has accredited by ISO certification or others. This includes the laboratories, 
academic management services, general and finance services, etc. The target for this KPI is 8 -
10 services unit a year. Secondly, numbers of quality improvement program as an effort of good 
practice in every service unit that impact to the quality management system in a year. The target 
is 60-75 programs a year. Thirdly, numbers of the appropriate of proposed activities with the 
quality indicator and target. The standard is the activities by which the output or outcome is suit 
with the quality indicator to the total activity in a year. The target for this KPI is 80-90%. 
Fourthly, ratio of management services that can achieve customer satisfaction index more than 
80% to the total management services in the institution. This KPI is done by a survey and a 
standard questioner made by the institution. The target for this KPI is 70-80%. Fifthly, the ratio 
of management service that has fulfilled the standard operating time to the total management 
services, based on the standard operating procedures with the clear achieving time for every 
activities in each service unit. The standard for this KPI is 70-80%. 
 
Student Extra-Curriculum Activities 
This main indicator formulated in three key performance indicators. Firstly, ratio of becoming a 
champion or success student team in external competition event at national and/or international 
level to the number of participating team in a year. This participation could be as a contingent in 
the name of study program, department or institution level, and get the champion, or at least 
third the third. The standard for this KPI is 50%. Second KPI is ratio of scholarship for student 
based on the sport, art, or other achievement to the total number of scholarship in a year. The 
standard for this KPI is 10-15%. Third KPI is the average satisfaction rate from student to 
activities unit (UKM) more than 3.00 in the scale of 1 - 4.  The target for this KPI is 70 - 80 %. 
 
Completing Teaching Facilities and Promoting Information Technology Application 
This main indicator formulated in two key performance indicators, First KPI is the rate of 
increasing asset usage rate to the total asset usage. This KPI include academic assets and 
facilities, library resources and facilities, sport facilities, other area where everyone could use 
for activities, etc. The standard of this KPI is 80-90%. The second KPI is the rate in using 
information technology application to the total service unit. This include computerized 
administration, number of distant teaching application, number of teaching been e-process, level 
of document being e-process. The standard of this KPI is 70-80%. 
 
From each main indicator, this research found twenty six KPIs. Of course there are various 
rationales for using and prioritizing those KPIs for Indonesian higher education institution. 
Several factor such as the organizations size, the management scope, or complexity of 
organization could affect the type and number of selected KPIs. For instance, in large 
institutions, the PMS supporting team might deal with a large number of KPIs, while in more 




difficulties in implementing it, since investing in the analysis and improvement of all KPIs may 
not be feasible in terms of cost effectiveness. For this reason, selecting the most important and 
relevant KPIs become essential for the institution. This means that KPIs that have substantial 
relationship with the process characteristics of higher education institution should be prioritized. 
Since that the rating scales used in the AHP analysis are conceptual, further exploration is 
required to improve this finding of the research. The comprehensibility of AHP in this research 
can be increased by both the subsequent pair wise comparisons and the construction of the 
decision hierarchy, although sometime, it is acknowledged the complex calculations might be 
limit this understandability. Also, future research should observe and consider the influence of 
different internal and/or external factors to the results. For example, a result might be not certain 
due to the subjectivity or the variation in the views of people who are responsible for rating the 




This research is addressed to develop a comprehensive set of characteristics for generic 
performance management system in Indonesian higher education institution and to propose key 
performance indicators that should be considered in managing Indonesian higher education 
institution. A good PMS can effectively connect organization perspective and strategies, 
integrate different operational targets and organization functions combined with higher 
education institution performance. Thereby, a well structured PMS carries together the main 
performance metrics, which must be aligned with strategic objectives, so that becoming the 
main mechanism of corporate management, providing feedback as soon as possible on 
institution’s status and decision making. 
 
This research is supported by theoretically and empirically proven previous frameworks and is 
compared to formal and accepted performance management system applied in Indonesian 
higher education institutions. Time and resources constraint limits the number of higher 
education institutions used as empirical and observation object for this research.  
 
The significant contribution of the paper is proposing applicable key performance indicators that 
will help practitioners in higher education to recognize how they perform and as benchmarking 
for entire higher education institutions. This research found seven main indicators with twenty 
six key performance indicators (KPIs) that will help practitioners in higher education 
institutions to recognize how they perform and as benchmarking for entire higher education 
institutions. Those main indicators are (1) providing excellent teaching and learning process, (2) 
promoting the research quality, (3) contribution in excellent expert services, (4) human 
resources development and management establishment, (5) establishment of excellent 
management services, (6) student extra-curriculum activities, and (7) completing teaching 
facilities and promoting information technology application. Several factor such as the 
organizations size, the management scope, or complexity of organization could affect the type 
and number of selected KPIs, and the budget in using PMS would lead to select the most 
important and relevant KPIs.  
 
These key performance indicators can be used as an assessment to choose proper indicators 
according to the context of higher education institutions in a country. For developing its 
objectives and strategies, institution can use this by transferring these indicators to institution 
operation or for the daily task and support service quality for overcoming stakeholder’s 
expectations. Furthermore, the result of the study can support the competitiveness of Indonesian 
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